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^ld al|owance of the application and pending claims are respectfiiHy requested. 
Response To Rejections of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. S 1 02 

Claims 1-26 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
1 hiess^n (U.S. Patent No. 5,494,412), Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

It is axiomatic that "[anticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference 
eacjh element of the claim under consideration. M W. Z. Gore & Associates. Inc. v. Garloch 
Ac, 7 21 F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Therefore, evety claimed 
4atur4 of the claimed subject matter must be represented in the applied reference to constitute a 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). In the present case, not every feature of the claimed 
matter is represented in the Thiessen reference. Applicants discuss the Thiessen 
feret|ce and Applicants 1 claims in the following. 



I rapei rejection l 



s ibjec 



c 



n 



xi ason 
is 



REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding non-final Office Action mailed 
15, 2006. Claims 1-26 remain pending in the present application. Reconsideration 



As provided in independent claim 1, Applicants claim: 

A computer system for allowing negotiation between a plurality of 
entities, the computer system comprising a computer network having a 
plurality of computer nodes; a computer node being arranged to define the 
negotiation between the entities with a set of negotiation activities; wherein 
the computer node is operable to implement a plurality of negotiation rule 
sets defining a plurality of market mechanisms, each rule set constraining 
the set of negotiation activities to a specific negotiation type, thereby 
allowing an entity to select at least one of a plurality of negotiation types, 
the selected negotiation rule set being used to validate proposals submitted 
by participants in the negotiation, the computer node matching compatible 
proposals in accordance with rules defined in the selected negotiation rule 
set and forming an agreement 

Imph asis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the 
that Thiessen does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "wherein the computer node 



opejbble to implement a plurality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of market 
n echa lisrns, each rule set constraining the set of negotiation activities to a specific 
gotiz tion type, thereby allowing an entity to select at least one of a plurality of negotiation 
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>pes, the selected negotiation rule $et being used to validate proposals submitted by 
I artic pants in the negotiation, the computer node matching compatible proposals in 
cor< ance with rules defined in the selected negotiation rule set and forming an agreement/* 

< 3 rec|ted and emphasized above in claim 1 . 
Rather, Thiessen appears to disclose at most a method for assisting parties in 

t :hie^Jing agreements in multi-party negotiations. The method "encourages parties to make a 
I rop 0 !a l or identify at least one alternative solution to the problem that their party would find 
i :cepl able." Equivalent alternatives to the party proposals are then searched. If the parties 
i jree o an alternative solution, this is regarded as a "tentative agreement" or a "common base 
t temltive." Once a common base has been established, an improved alternative solution is 
s mghj that will improve upon the common base alternative. See coL 3, lines 1 1 -60. 

As described above, Thiessen seemingly seeks alternatives to proposals submitted by 
I >a*rts during a dispute resolution session. Accordingly, Thiessen does not seem to be 

< rect< d towards implementing "a plurality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of 
r arke mechanisms." Further, Thiessen does not appear to teach or suggest " matching 
c >mp£ tible proposals in accordance with rules defined in the selected negotiation rule set and 
f|rtnii g an agreement." As explained above, Thiessen attempts to find alternative solutions 

>nes suggested in disputing participants' proposals. 

As a result, Thiessen does not teach or suggest at least all of the claimed features of 
ciaim I. Therefore, claim 1 is not anticipated by Thiessen, and the rejection should be 
\flithdi^wn for at least this reason alone. 

b. Claims 2-11 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
claims 2-11 (which depend from independent claim 1) are allowable as a matter of law for at 
t|e reason that dependent claims 2-1 1 contain all the features of independent claim 1. 
east this reason, the rejections of claims 2-1 1 should be withdrawn. 



the 



1< ast 
F >rat 



Claim 12 

As provided in independent claim 12, Applicants claim: 

A computer node for coupling to a computer system to allow 
negotiation between a plurality of entities, the computer node comprising a 
i processor, the processor being arranged to define the negotiation between the 
lentities with a set of negotiation activities; wherein the processor is operable 
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asor 



to implement a plurality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of 
market mechanisms, each rule set constraining the set of negotiation 
activities to a specific negotiation type, thereby allowing an entity to select at 
least one of a plurality of negotiation types, the selected negotiation rule set 
being used to validate proposals submitted by participants in the 
negotiation, the computer node matching compatible proposals in 
accordance with rules defined in the selected negotiation rule set and 
forming an agreement 

2mp)|asis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 12 is allowable for at least the 
that Thiessen does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "wherein the processor is 
dberatjle to implement a plurality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of market 
t iech£ nisms, each rule set constraining the set of negotiation activities to a specific 
i sgoti uion type, thereby allowing an entity to select at least one of a plurality of negotiation 
the selected negotiation rule set being used to validate proposals submitted by 
p tttici Dants in the negotiation, the computer node matching compatible proposals in 
a|corc] ance with rules defined in the selected negotiation rule set and forming an agreement," 
reci ed and emphasized above in claim 12. 

Rather, Thiessen appears to disclose at most a method for assisting parties in 
achieving agreements in multi-party negotiations. The method "encourages parties to make a 
opo* al or identify at least one alternative solution to the problem that their party would find 
aj cept ible," Equivalent alternatives to the party proposals are then searched. If the parties 
a Fee 1 > an alternative solution, this is regarded as a "tentative agreement" or a "common base 
a tern* live." Once a common base has been established, an improved alternative solution is 
s ughf that will improve upon the common base alternative. See col. 3, lines 1 1-60. 

As described above, Thiessen seemingly seeks alternatives to proposals submitted by 
pirticiftants during a dispute resolution session. Accordingly, Thiessen does not seem to be 
d recte i towards implementing "a plurality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of 
mechanisms." Further, Thiessen does not appear to teach or suggest "matching 
mpalKble proposals in accordance with rules defined in the selected negotiation rule set and 
f( rmin ; an agreement." As explained above, Thiessen attempts to find alternative solutions 
tc the < nes suggested in disputing participants' proposals. 

As a result, Thiessen does not teach or suggest at least all of the claimed features of 
2. Therefore, claim 12 is not anticipated by Thiessen, and the rejection should be 
wn for at least this reason alone. 



n arkel 
c 



c] urn 



thdr; 
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d. Claim? 13-17 

Because independent claim 12 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
< [aim J 13-17 (which depend from independent claim 12) are allowable as a matter of law for 
2 lea* the reason that dependent claims 13-17 contain all the features of independent claim 
I, F^r at least this reason, the rejections of claims 13-17 should be withdrawn. 

e. Claim 18 

As provided in independent claim 18, Applicants claim: 

A method for selecting a negotiation type between a plurality of 
entities via a computer network having a plurality of computer nodes, the 
method comprising defining in a computer node a set of negotiation 
I activities; allowing an entity to select via the computer node at least one of a 
plurality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of market mechanisms, 
each rule set constraining the set of negotiation activities to a specific 
I negotiation type, thereby allowing an entity to select at least one of a 
plurality of negotiation types, the selected negotiation rule set being used to 
I validate proposals submitted by participants in the negotiation, the 
computer node matching compatible proposals in accordance with rules 
defined in the selected negotiation rule set and forming an agreement 

(fmptpsis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 18 is allowable for at least the 
v asonjthat Thiessen does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "defining in a computer node 
a set or negotiation activities; allowing an entity to select via the computer node at least one 
'a pi irality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of market mechanisms, each rule set 
c nstr; ining the set of negotiation activities to a specific negotiation type, thereby allowing an 
e itity i o select at least one of a plurality of negotiation types, the selected negotiation rule set 
b ;ing ised to validate proposals submitted by participants in the negotiation, the computer 
n >de ; aatching compatible proposals in accordance with rules defined in the selected 
n gotiltion rule set and forming an agreement," as recited and emphasized above in claim 18. 

Rather, Thiessen appears to disclose at most a method for assisting parties in 
a hievlng agreements in multi-party negotiations. The method "encourages parties to make a 
p oposfel or identify at least one alternative solution to the problem that their party would find 
a ceptlble." Equivalent alternatives to the party proposals are then searched. If the parties 
aj ree tb an alternative solution, this is regarded as a "tentative agreement" or a "common base 
a] ernalive." Once a common base has been established, an improved alternative solution is 
s< ught |that will improve upon the common base alternative. See col. 3, lines 1 1-60. 

10 
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As described above, Thiessen seemingly seeks alternatives to proposals submitted by 
I *rticf>ants during a dispute resolution session. Accordingly, Thiessen does not seem to be 
< irectld towards implementing "a plurality of negotiation rule sets defining a plurality of 
r tarkeL mechanisms. " Further, Thiessen does not appear to teach or suggest "matching 
c >mp|tible proposals in accordance with rules defined in the selected negotiation rule set and 
g an agreement." As explained above, Thiessen attempts to find alternative solutions 
t i the |>nes suggested in disputing participants' proposals. 

As a result, Thiessen does not teach or suggest at least all of the claimed features of 
aim |18. Therefore, claim 18 is not anticipated by Thiessen, and the rejection should be 
\flithdipwn for at least this reason alone. 



f* Claim 19 

As provided in independent claim 19, Applicants claim: 

A computer system for allowing negotiation between a plurality of 
entities, the computer system comprising a computer network having a 
plurality of computer nodes; a computer node being arranged to define the 
negotiation between the entities with a set of negotiation activities; wherein a 
number of different market mechanisms are definable by different 
arrangements of negotiation activities, the negotiation activities include a 
proposal validator for validating a proposal, received from an entity, with an 
agreement template, a negotiation locate for providing a validated proposal 
to a proposal compatibility checker for comparing proposals received from 
the negotiation locale to determine compatibility of received proposals to 
establish an agreement. 



(inapt 



sis added). 

| Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 19 is allowable for at least the 
r*son|that Thiessen does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "wherein a number of 
d ffere it market mechanisms are definable by different arrangements of negotiation activities, 
tl 9 nej otiation activities include a proposal validator for validating a proposal, received from 
a enti y, with an agreement template, a negotiation locale for providing a validated proposal 
U a pibposal compatibility checker for comparing proposals received from the negotiation 
lc :ale jo determine compatibility of received proposals to establish an agreement," as recited 
ai d en phasized above in claim 19. 

Rather, Thiessen appears to disclose at most a method for assisting parties in 
a< tuevi ng agreements in multi-party negotiations. The method "encourages parties to make a 
p] i>pos il or identify a* least one alternative solution to the problem that their party would find 

11 
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cepi able." Equivalent alternatives to the party proposals are then searched. Jf the parties 
£ pree o an alternative solution, this is regarded as a "tentative agreement" or a "common base 

1 terns rive." Once a common base has been established, an improved alternative solution is 
^j)ugh| that will improve upon the common base alternative. See col. 3, lines 1 1-60. 

As described above, Thiessen seemingly seeks alternatives to proposals submitted by 
rihrtidbants during a dispute resolution session. Accordingly, Thiessen does not seem to be 
c rect< d towards arranging negotiation activities such that "a number of different market 
r ech^aisms are definable by different arrangements of negotiation activities/ 1 Further, 

2 iiess m does not appear to teach or suggest "comparing proposals received from the 
t jgoti ition locale to determine compatibility of received proposals to establish an 

eat." As explained above, Thiessen attempts to find alternative solutions to the ones 
sflgge^ted in disputing participants 1 proposals. 

As a result, Thiessen does not teach or suggest at least all of the claimed features of 
cjbim 19. Therefore, claim 19 is not anticipated by Thiessen, and the rejection should be 
\*thdr|twn for at least this reason alone. 

g* Claims 20-22 

Because independent claim 19 is allowable over the cited ait of record, dependent 
c iims|20-22 (which depend from independent claim 19) are allowable as a matter of law for 
leasi the reason that dependent claims 20-22 contain all features of independent claim 19. 
F >r at least this reason, the rejections of claims 20-22 should be withdrawn. 



h. Claim 23 

As provided in independent claim 23, Applicants claim: 

A computer node for coupling to a computer system to allow 
negotiation between a plurality of entities, the computer node comprising a 
processor, the processor being arranged to define the negotiation between the 
entities with a set of negotiation activities; wherein a number of different 
\market mechanisms are definable by different arrangements of negotiation 
{activities, the negotiation activities include a proposal validator for 
validating a proposal, received from an entity, with an agreement template, 
a negotiation locale for providing a validated proposal to a proposal 
compatibility checker for comparing proposals received from the 
egotiation locale to determine compatibility of received proposals to 
stablish an agreement 

(jftnphisis added). 



12 

PAGE 13/15 * RCVD AT 6/15/2006 10:53:10 AM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR: USPT0-EFXRF-3/1 3 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:7709510933 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-26 



3ST AVAILABLE COPY 



06/15/2906 11:80 7709510933 



THOMAS, KAYDEN 



PAGE 



ti 



Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 23 is allowable for at least the 
tjtasod that Thiessen does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "wherein a number of 
t fferc nt market mechanisms are definable by different aixangements of negotiation activities, 
t e ne jotiation activities include a proposal validator for validating a proposal, received from 
a i ent ty, with an agreement template, a negotiation locale for providing a validated proposal 
a p x>posal compatibility checker for comparing proposals received from the negotiation 
cale to determine compatibility of received proposals to establish an agreement," as recited 
ajjid emphasized above in claim 23. 

Rather, Thiessen appears to disclose at most a method for assisting parties in 
ajlhievjng agreements in multi-party negotiations. The method "encourages parties to make a 
p opo« al or identify at least one alternative solution to the problem that their party would find 
a cept Lble # " Equivalent alternatives to the party proposals are then searched. If the parties 
a ;ree t d an alternative solution, this is regarded as a "tentative agreement" or a "common base 
a tenia tive." Once a common base has been established, an improved alternative solution is 
ught that will improve upon the common base alternative. See col. 3, lines 1 1-60. 

As described above, Thiessen seemingly seeks alternatives to proposals submitted by 
plrticijbants during a dispute resolution session. Accordingly, Thiessen does not seem to be 
d recte 1 towards arranging negotiation activities such that "a number of different market 
n scha risms are definable by different arrangements of negotiation activities." Further, 
7 riesst n does not appear to teach or suggest "comparing proposals received from the 
n got*2 tion locale to determine compatibility of received proposals to establish an 
a|reenjent." As explained above, Thiessen attempts to find alternative solutions to the ones 
ed in disputing paTticipants , proposals. 

As a result, Thiessen does not teach or suggest at least all of the claimed features of 
c]|im : 3. Therefore, claim 23 is not anticipated by Thiessen^ and the rejection should be 
wn for at least this reason alone. 



si gges 



thdx 



I Claims 24-26 

Because independent claim 23 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
cl ims W-26 (which depend from independent claim 23) are allowable as a matter of law for 
at least the reason that dependent claims 24-26 contain all the features of independent claim 
2% Fo| at least this reason, the rejections of claims 24-26 should be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that all 
ons and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered moot, and/or accommodated, and 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and 
of the present application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested, 
opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of 
, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Charles W. GriggerSfkeg. No. 



47,283 
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